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-The MAILING DATE of this commu nication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
THE REPLY FILED Og Member 2006 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
H The rep ~ filed lr a fina. rejection, but prior to or on the same * » * 
H this application, applicant must timely file one of ^following replies J > ™ B ^fiJ™a,^ 37 CFR 41 .31 ; or (3) 

time periods: 

^ 153 The oeriod for reolv expires 4 months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

M. tafl HM i. th. d.» l» purpom ol (MMMng IU ^.'J^SS^IS^SSlS £*£^« «.™«5 Office pption; « S) .. 
may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

2 n The P Noto oMp peal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41.37 must be filed ^ norths of ^e date ^ 
2 - °a*!*22?C5 37 CFR4TT7(.)>. or any extension thereof (37 CFR "W),*^*^ of the ^ SmCe 

a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41 .37(a). 

AMENDMENTS m ' t 

3 □ The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, Mil opt be entered because 

(a) D They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) D They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); . 

(c) □ They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

(d) D They present°additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 
NOTE; . (See 37 CFR 1.116 and 41 .33(a)). 

4. □ The amendment not in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121. See attached Notice of Non-Comphant Amendment (PTOL-324). 
5 n ADDlicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

6. □ Newfy proposed or amended ciaim(s) _ would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment canceling the 

7 R the proposed amendment(s): a) □ will not be entered or b) B will be entered and an explanation of 

how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 20-41 . 
Ctaim(s) withdrawn from consideration: _ . 

Sowing a good and sufficient reasons why it is necessary and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 4 1 .33(d)(i ). 
1 o. □ ^affidavit or other evidence is entered. An explanation of the status of the claims after entry is below or attached. 

RFQUEST FOR RF CO NSIPERATION/OTHER aDD |ication in condition for allowance because: 

1 1 . El The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application WI1U . 

See Continuation Sheet. 

12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s). (PTO/SB/08) Paper No(s) 

13. □Other: . 

/Weilun Lot 

Supervisory Petent Examiner TC 
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Continuation Sheet (PTO-303) 




Application No. 10/081,841 



/ 



aSmeman°S V^SlS'S^I^J^L^^ * condition for allowance because: The applicants 

the amendment filed 08/23/2006 was subS for *• *>'">wing reasons: It is noted that 

application on the submission and subsequent coZun S S r and L he ■ men *n»nt was routed improperly to the 
contain a complete amendment ^SJSSR^ 6 m ° th ^ for reply na < did "* 

decision would have been as follows: I response "to ^^rtl'^&M^^*™,^ considered when submitted the 
invention, it is noted that the features upon which" ^SSS!^ S^h^ ^t nn ^- M t0 Sh0W certa,n features of «PP«canfs 
such as a supercomputer) are not recited I in ^rJfflc^* '^J!f5M'i nd m *?T 9 * V™*"*™ in a Powerful computer 
limitations from the specification are not read intoX limf i?. 1 A(th °"9 h i he cla ™ s ara interpreted In light of the specification, 
this case, the d^WT^^tltSi;!^ °! Uns - 98 * F - 2d 1181 ' 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). In 
supercomputer is required a ^SSmS^SZ! r«J f!« 9 enarate a h'9h quality. image but do not state that a more powerful or 
not communicated^ Smi* Mo ™er, the applicant argues that a camera position is 

Smith that the image is shown fmm a parSS d W 0S a *V* dear from me ,ma 8 e P resented a * shown in 

position. For example the camera ra!8o!i^^E!Sft?S^^^& V l Cha ' a " ? ffice 8etti " 9 that is rendered in 3D - *h'ch is "a" 
pan to see the tJttffiS^^JSSSSi KSae u Cha ' f 'S" 9 *• 1898 ° n ' y ' requirin9 the U8er t0 

Therefore, a reasonable interpretation o the ima™ 1« «hZ, 1^*^ • the user would have to zoom in or out to see the chair, 
to applicants arguments aaainst the 18 thattne Imafle 18 render ^ at a given camera position. Finally, in response 

rendering in 3D n ^1^^ 04/27/2006 (e.g. page 5), to teach the photorealistic image 

systems can perform the rendeSg m^S^^S^SSS^ SSlf 9 '. 2, Smi ' h Su " est8 tnat other 

of a 3D scene. Therefore based on the broadest ™£2SX££^*^ ■ hef 8y8tem that 090 render a Photorealistic rendering 

final rejection ° St reasonab,e interpretation of the claims, as recited, the claims are not allowable over the 



